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To determine the students’ scores are homogeneous or not, the 
students’ pre-test and post-test scores in experimental and control 
groups, the low-motivated students’ pre- test and post-test scores in 
experimental and control groups were analyzed by using Levene 
Statistic. The students’ scores were considered homogeneous 
whenever the p-output was higher than mean significant difference at 
the 0.05 level. 
3).   Independent-Samples T Test 
To measure the effectiveness of the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy towards students’ reading comprehension achievement and 
low-motivated students’ reading comprehension achievement. The 
students’ pre-test and post-test scores in experimental and control 
groups, the low-motivated students’ pre- test and post-test scores in 
experimental and control groups analyzed by using Independent-
Samples T Test. If Sig. score is under 0,05, it means that Hypothesis 
(Ho) was rejected and Hypothesis (Ha) was accepted. Otherwise, if 
Sig. score is over 0,05, it means that Hypothesis (Ho) was accepted 
and Hypothesis (Ha) was rejected.  
  
 
 
 
CHAPTER IV 
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RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter includes A) the finding, B) the data analyses, C) the discussion, 
and D) limitation of the study. In the finding, the results were computed and 
analyzed to figure out whether the hypotheses of the study are confirmed or 
rejected and to answer the research questions based on the research conducted in 
which the result discussion will be available at the last part of this chapter. 
Before going to the findings, the researcher will remind the reader about the 
aims of the study which were formulated as research questions shown below: 
1. Is there any significant difference in reading comprehension 
achievement between students taught by using the Know-Want-
Learned Strategy and those students taught by using conventional 
strategy? 
2. Is there any significant difference in reading comprehension 
achievement between low-motivated students taught by using the 
Know-Want-Learned Strategy and those low-motivated students 
taught by using conventional strategy? 
Furthermore, the method of the research was quasi-experimental method and 
it used pre-test, treatment, and post-test. To support the collected data, the 
researcher will inform the reader about the process done in the experimental group 
during the research from the first until the last meeting including the information 
of the Know-Want-Learned Strategy implementation progress in the field of 
study. It will be shown below: 
Meeting 1 (2nd September 2017) 
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The students did pre-test in reading comprehension test and filled the reading 
motivation questionnaire.  
Meeting 2 (4th September 2017) 
Students started receiving treatment by using the Know-Want-Learned Strategy, 
the teacher introduced the meaning, function, and implementation of the Know-
Want-Learned Strategy. He offered examples of the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy and created illustrations on how to fill the Know-Want-Learned charts. 
Moreover, the teacher started to give some narrative texts to students and asked 
them to fill the K chart and W chart after reading the title of the text. As an 
ultimate activity, students were asked to fill the L chart after reading and 
concluding the whole text. In order to strengthen the acquisition of the strategy, 
teacher gave some narrative tasks and asked students to finish them by using the 
Know-Want-Learned Strategy. 
 
Meeting 3 (9th September 2017) 
Teacher came to the class with some narrative texts and started the procedures by 
giving brainstorming to the students related to the Know-Want-Learned Strategy. 
Students were handed the Know-Want-Learned chart copies and asked to fill the 
blank column properly before and after reading the narrative text individually. 
The discussion of the given narrative text conducted as a followed-up activity to 
collect information from it, students were asked to articulate their belief towards 
the Know-Want-Learned Strategy and conveyed the boundaries they faced in 
using it. 
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Meeting 4 (11th September 2017) 
Students had started to be common with the strategy as the teacher was giving the 
brainstorming before going to the main activity. It was a little bit different for this 
meeting because the students were asked to read narrative text by using the 
Know-Want-Learned Strategy in pair. After the instruction given by the teacher, 
students started to read the text and shared his ideas with his partner in filling the 
Know-Want-Learned charts. In discussion session, students were asked to discuss 
the information of the given text and share the differences and similarities of the 
collected information between him and his partner. 
Meeting 5 (16th September 2017) 
Teacher introduced another variation of implementing the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy and it was known as Know-Want-Learned in group. The students were 
divided into groups consisted of 4 students. So, there were 5 groups and they were 
handed Know-Want-Learned chart copies as usual and asked them to discuss and 
fill the Know-Want-Learned column based on gathered information of their 
group. After reading the text, every group was asked to deliver the summary of 
their discussion and compare it to other groups’ collected information. Every 
student was asked to mingle and active in articulating his prior knowledge and 
findings of the given text. 
Meeting 6 (30th September 2017) 
Since the students were common with the Know-Want-Learned Strategy, the 
teacher conducted debate after reading activity to see the uniqueness of result of 
the Know-Want-Learned Strategy. Different head had different thought, it was 
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proven in debate when students started to convey their perspectives toward the 
given text. They tended to speak their own ideas and criticisms toward the content 
of the text, not just the collected information of the text. It was a successful sign 
of implementing the Know-Want-Learned Strategy as a trigger in reading 
comprehension. 
Meeting 7 (2nd October 2017) 
The low-motivated students who were monitored showed no difference with high-
motivated students in teaching and learning session since they were well 
stimulated by the Know-Want-Learned Strategy. They needed to be involved 
since the beginning of the learning session and it was the key in handling low-
motivated students, the Know-Want-Learned Strategy offered K chart in 
accommodating every student including low-motivated students in before-reading 
activity. In this meeting, low-motivated students received more portion from the 
teacher, they were investigated about the reason behind their motivation in 
reading whether it was internal or external factor. The teacher used pre-structure 
interview to dig up information related to the motivation in reading, it was done to 
open new probabilities that might influence students’ motivation since they were 
categorized as millennial students. 
Meeting 8 (7th October 2017) 
It was the last day of treatment, the teacher reexplained the meaning, function, and 
implementation of the Know-Want-Learned Strategy to refresh students’ memory. 
Students had their own initiation to implement the Know-Want-Learned Strategy 
in reading the given text even before receiving the instruction, it was a good sign 
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that the students had put the Know-Want-Learned Strategy as their framework of 
thinking in reading comprehension and transferred its strategy into their long-term 
memory. The expectation of the researcher had been achieved since the students 
had put the Know-Want-Learned Strategy as their framework of thinking. To 
emphasize the benefits of the Know-Want-Learned Strategy, the students were 
suggested to activate the Know-Want-Learned strategy when they read kind of 
texts, not only narrative text and for both intensive and extensive reading. 
Meeting 9 (9th October 2017) 
The students finished their treatment by doing post-test in form of reading 
comprehension test. 
A. Findings 
The research has gone as planned and it started on September 2, 2017 and 
ended on October 13, 2017, and it took place in Raudhatul Ulum Islamic School 
which involved eighth grade students of junior high school in the place of study as 
the subjects of the research. Some interesting events occurred during the research, 
such a student who positively believed that he was a part of motivated students, or 
a student who had no idea what he wanted to learn although he already had prior 
knowledge about the materials given by the teacher, or a student who lost his 
motivation to learn because his favorite football club got defeated in the previous 
night. Those occasions were parts of the research that needed to be considered as a 
possibility for the research concerns in the future. 
The obtained data from pre-test and post-test score are presented into two 
groups. The first group presents the pre-test score in experimental group and 
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control group. While, the second group presents the post-test score in 
experimental group and control group. The data of students’ pre-test both the 
experimental group and control group were analyzed to find out the descriptive 
statistics, normality, homogeneity, and independent-samples t test of the two 
samples. While, the data of students’ post-test both the experimental group and 
control group were analyzed to find out the descriptive statistics, normality, 
homogeneity, and independent-samples t test of the two samples. Then, the results 
of students’ reading motivation questionnaire were used to classify them on the 
basis of whether they were classified in high motivation or low motivation levels. 
The findings of the study were presented in term of scores: 1) the pre-test & 
post-test scores in experimental and control groups, 2) the result of the 
questionnaires of motivation in experimental and control groups, and 3) the result 
of the Independent-Samples T Test 
. 
1. The Results of Descriptive Statistic   
Descriptive statistic was applied to analyze and present the data 
calculated by using SPSS 22. The following table shows the results of the 
students’ reading narrative text comprehension achievement of experimental 
and groups’ pre-test and post-test scores: 
Table 6 
The Results of Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores 
 Pre-Test Post-Test 
Section 1 Class VIII A 
(Experimantal 
Group for the 
Know-Want-
Learned 
Strategy) 
Statistics 
PRE-TEST VIII A 
N Valid 20 
Missing 0 
Mean 63,1000 
Statistics 
POST-TEST VIII A 
N Valid 20 
Missing 0 
Mean 71,7000 
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Std. 
Deviation 
9,09540 
Range 30,00 
Minimum 50,00 
Maximum 80,00 
 
Std. 
Deviation 
6,19932 
Range 26,00 
Minimum 57,00 
Maximum 83,00 
 
Section 2 Class VIII B 
(Control 
Group for the 
Conventional 
Strategy) 
Statistics 
PRE-TEST VIII B 
N Valid 18 
Missing 0 
Mean 65,6111 
Std. 
Deviation 
7,78489 
Range 27,00 
Minimum 53,00 
Maximum 80,00 
 
Statistics 
POST-TEST VIII B 
N Valid 18 
Missing 0 
Mean 67,6111 
Std. 
Deviation 
6,92938 
Range 30,00 
Minimum 53,00 
Maximum 83,00 
 
 
Section 1 presents the difference in results between the class VIII A’s 
scores in the pre-test and post-test as the treatment group taught by using the 
Know-Want-Learned Strategy. In the pre-test, the students achieved the 
maximum score of 80.00, while in the post-test the maximum score was 
83.00. It meant that the difference between the maximum scores of the pre-
test and post-test was 3.00. Moreover, in the pre-test score, the students 
achieved the minimum score of 50.00 and achieved the minimum score of 
57.00 in the post-test which meant that the difference between the minimum 
scores of the pre-test and post-test was 7.00. Furthermore, for the mean scores 
of the students, they improved from 63.10 in the pre-test to 71.70 in the post-
test which generated the 8.60 difference in numbers. 
Section 2 presents the result differences between the pre-test and post-
test’s scores of the class VIII B as the control group taught by using the 
conventional strategy. For the maximum score of the pre-test, the students 
achieved 80.00, while in the post-test their maximum score was 83.00. It 
meant that the difference between the maximum scores of the pre-test and 
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post-test was 3.00. Moreover, for the minimum score in the pre-test, the 
students achieved the minimum score of 53.00. It did not generate significant 
difference where the students achieved the same number of 53.00 in the post-
test. Then, the mean scores of the students’ pre-test was 65.61 and the post-
test’s mean score was 67.61 which generated 2.00 points in difference. 
Figure 6 
 
Based on the figure above, the highest mean scores of the pre-test were 
slightly different, the experimental group (VIII A) achieved 63.10 and it was 
lower than the control group that achieved 65.61 (VIII B). For the maximum 
scores, they were equal where both experimental and control groups (VIII A 
& VIII B) achieved the score of 80.00. Then, for the minimum scores, class 
VIII A achieved the score of 50.00 and it was slightly lower than the class 
VIII B that achieved the score of 53.00. 
Figure 7 
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After being given treatment to the experimental group (VIII A), the post-
test scores were different as shown in the figure above. The class VIII A 
achieved the score of 71.70 and it was higher than control group that achieved 
the score of 67.61. The maximum scores showed no difference where both 
class VIII A and class VIII B achieved the score of 83.00. For the minimum 
score, the class VIII A achieved the score of 57.00 and the class VIII B 
achieved the score of 53.00. 
In addition, before and after being given treatment, the results of pre-test 
and post-test scores were different. It was proven by the numbers where the 
class VIII A had overcomed the class VIII B’s achievement who were taught 
by using conventional strategy in mean and minimum scores after being 
given treatment by using the Know-Want-Learned Strategy. Unfortunately, 
both classes showed no difference in maximum scores.    
2.   The Results of Motivation in Experimental and Control Groups 
The motivation questionnaire was needed to categorize the students 
whether they belonged to high motivated category or low motivated category. 
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The researcher used descriptive statistics analysis to classify the students. 
From the analysis by using descriptive statistics, there were 12 students 
categorized as high motivated students and 8 students categorized as low 
motivated students. The descriptive statistics on students’ motivation scores 
in experimental group is displayed in the Table 7: 
Table 7 
The Results of Motivation Scores 
 Motivation 
Section 1 Class VIII A (Experimental 
Group) 
Statistics 
MOTIVATION VIII A 
N Valid 20 
Missing 0 
Mean 52,95 
Std. Deviation 14,54 
Range 45,00 
Minimum 33,00 
Maximum 78,00 
 
Section 2 Class VIII B (Control Group) Statistics 
MOTIVATION VIII B 
N Valid 18 
Missing 0 
Mean 53,83 
Std. Deviation 11,87 
Range 36,00 
Minimum 35,00 
Maximum 71,00 
 
 
 
     Figure 8 
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From the analysis by using descriptive statistics, there were 12 students 
categorized as high-motivated students and 8 students categorized as low-
motivated students in experimental group. While in control group, there were 
13 students categorized as high-motivated students and 5 students 
categorized as low-motivated students. 
B. Data Analysis  
In order to analyze the obtained data, the following analyses were applied. 
They are: 1) normality test of pre-test in experimental and control groups, 2) 
homogeneity test of pre-test in experimental and control groups, 3) independent-
samples t test of pre-test in experimental and control groups, 4) normality test of 
post-test in experimental and control groups, 5) homogeneity test of post-test in 
experimental and control groups, and 6) independent-samples t test of post-test in 
experimental and control groups. 
 
 
1. Normality Test of Pre-test in Experimental and Control Groups 
52,95
78
33
53
71
35
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
Mean Maximum Minimum
Motivation
VIII A VIII B
62 
 
Normality test was needed to find out whether the obtained data of post-
test was categorized normal or not. The details of accumulation are described 
in the Table 8 below: 
Table 8 
Normality Test on Students’ Pre-Test Score 
in Experimental Group and Control Groups 
  
  
Group 
  
Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) 
Statistic Df Sig. 
Score Experimental Group ,299 20 ,156 
  Control Group ,182 18 ,119 
 
From statistics calculation by using normality test of Kolmogorov-
Smirnov, it was found that the significant value of pre-test in experimental 
group was 0.156 and the pre-test scores in control group was 0.119. It could 
be said that both scores were categorized normal since the p-output was 
higher than mean significant difference at 0.05 level. 
2. Homogeneity Test of Pre-test in Experimental and Control Groups 
Homogeneity test was applied as a followed-up activity after normality 
test. It is used to find out the homogeneity of two variances of post-test, the 
numbers of the homogeneity are properly displayed in the Table 9 below: 
Table 9 
Homogeneity Test on Students’ Pre-Test Score 
in Experimental Group and Control Group 
Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
,940 1 25 ,342 
 
Based on the result of homogeneity test output of Levene-Statistics, it 
was found that the significant value of pre-test was 0.342 and it was higher 
than 0.05 level. It could be claimed that both population from experimental 
and control groups were homogeneous.  
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3. Independent-samples T Test of Pre-test in Experimental and 
Control Groups 
Since the pre-test data of experimental and control groups were 
categorized normal and homogeneous, the researcher did Independent-
Samples T Test to find out significant difference between experimental and 
control groups before being given treatment to the first group mentioned 
above. It was formulated in the following hypotheses: 
Ho: There is no significant difference in reading comprehension between 
students in experimental group and students in control group after 
pre-test. 
Ha: There is a significant difference in reading comprehension between 
students in experimental group and students in control group after 
pre-test. 
Table 10 
Independent-Samples T Test on Students’ Pre-Test Score 
in Experimental Group and Control Group 
    
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
    F Sig. T Df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
    Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower 
Score Equal 
variances 
assumed 
,940 ,342 -1,260 25 ,219 -4,38889 3,48313 -11,56254 2,78476 
  Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
    -1,159 13,086 ,267 -4,38889 3,78589 -12,56234 3,78456 
Ho = There is no significant difference (Over 0,05) 
Ha= There is a significant difference (Under 0,05) 
Based on the result of Independent-Samples T Test, it can be seen that 
the significant level was 0.219 and it was higher than 0.05. It can be 
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concluded that (Ho) hypothesis was accepted and (Ha) was rejected. So, 
there was no significant difference in reading comprehension between 
students in experimental group and students in control group after pre-test. 
4. Normality Test of Post-test in Experimental and Control Groups 
After treatment was over towards experimental group, the researcher did 
post-test to collect the data to be analyzed as results of the treatment. The 
steps were started with normality to find out the normality distribution of 
post-test. The following table (Table 11) shows the calculation of normality 
test: 
Table 11 
Normality Test on Students’ Post-Test Score 
in Experimental Group and Control Group 
  Group Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) 
    Statistic Df Sig. 
Score Experiment ,158 20 ,200 
  Control ,198 18 ,059 
 
Based on the shown score in normality test of Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
above, it was found that the significant value of post-test in experimental 
group was 0.200 and the post-test scores in control group was 0.059. Both 
scores were categorized normal since the p-output was higher than mean 
significant difference at 0.05 level. 
 
 
 
5. Homogeneity Test of Post-test in Experimental and Control Groups 
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The next step was homogeneity test, it was done to find out whether the 
population was categorized homogeneous or not. The statistical result of 
homogeneity test is displayed in the Table 12 below: 
Table 12 
Homogeneity Test on Students’ Post-Test Score 
in Experimental Group and Control Group 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
,016 1 36 ,900 
 
The result of Levene-statistics above generated 0.900 as output and it 
was higher than 0.05 level. It could be taken as a prof that both population 
from experimental and control groups in post-test were homogeneous.  
6. Independent-samples T Test of Post-test in Experimental and 
Control Groups 
The final step of this calculation process was comparation between the 
result of Independent-Samples T Test between pre-test scores of experimental 
and control groups. It was done to find out the significant difference between 
experimental and control groups. The hypotheses to be revealed were 
formulated below: 
Ho: There is no significant difference on students’ reading 
comprehension between students taught by using the Know-Want-
Learned Strategy and those students taught by using conventional 
strategy. 
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Ha:  There is a significant difference on students’ reading comprehension 
between students taught by using the Know-Want-Learned Strategy 
and those students taught by using conventional strategy. 
Table 13 
Independent-Samples T Test on Students’ Post-Test Score 
in Experimental Group and Control Group 
 
    
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
    F Sig. T Df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differen
ce 
Std. 
Error 
Differen
ce 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
    Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower 
Score Equal 
variances 
assumed 
,016 ,900 1,920 36 ,036 4,08889 2,12942 -,22977 8,40755 
  Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
    1,909 34,360 ,036 4,08889 2,14223 -,26297 8,44074 
Ho = There is no significant difference (Over 0,05) 
Ha= There is a significant difference (Under 0,05) 
 
Based on the result of Independent-Samples T Test, it was found that the 
significant level was 0.036 and it was lower than 0.05 level. It can be 
concluded that (Ho) hypothesis was rejected and (Ha) hypothesis was 
accepted. Thus, there is a significant difference on students’ reading 
comprehension between students taught by using the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy and those taught by using conventional strategy. 
C. Discussion 
1. Hypothesis 1 
The investigation of the effectiveness of the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy on students’ reading narrative comprehension conducted by 
comparing the post-test score of experimental group and the post-score of 
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control group. It is used to test the Hypotheses 1 stated that there is a 
significant difference in the post-test scores between the eighth-grade students 
who were taught by using the Know-Want-Learned Strategy and the eighth-
grade students who were taught by using conventional strategy. 
The single sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test result analysis revealed that 
the experimental group’s final test scores (K-S (Z)=0.200; p>0.05) and the 
control group’s final test scores (K-S (Z)=0.059; p>0.05) were categorized as 
a normal distribution. The Levene Test scores of both groups were (0.900; 
p>0.05) and they were categorized homogeneous. Furthermore, based on the 
analysis of Independent-Samples T Test, it was found that the significant level 
was 0.036 and it was lower than 0.05 level which meant that Hypothesis (Ha) 
was positively accepted. It can be claimed that there is a significant difference 
between students taught by using the Know-Want-Learned Strategy and 
students taught by using conventional strategy.  
The findings of this research have confirmed the use of the Know-Want-
Learned Strategy done by previous researchers. Larmon (1995:52) who stated 
that the Know-Want-Learned Strategy strategy was efficient in choosing the 
right operation and in problem solving. To put forward that the reason for the 
efficiency of the Know-Want-Learned Strategy in academic achievement was 
that the students wrote their responses before and after reading while using 
this strategy. According to this research, the fact the students were firstly 
writing what they knew triggers their previous knowledge and the fact that 
they were writing questions about what they want to know help them 
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establish a purpose for reading. According to Headley and Dunston 
(2000:265) owing to the features of this strategy, students can reach the 
intended information easily from the pieces that constitute the subject. That is 
why the Know-Want-Learned Strategy helps students make connections 
between isolated pieces of information. In this case it might have been 
effective in increasing the students’ academic achievement. 
2. Hypothesis 2 
The investigation of the effectiveness of the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy on students’ reading narrative text comprehension achievement was 
started by comparing the post-test scores between high-motivated students in 
experimental group and the post-scores of high-motivated students in control 
group as an additional information.  
Table 14 
Experimental Group (High Motivation) 
Name Pre-Test Score Post-Test Score 
Student 1 73 73 
Student 2 57 70 
Student 3 73 80 
Student 4 77 73 
Student 5 67 70 
Student 6 70 80 
Student 7 50 67 
Student 8 67 77 
Student 9 57 73 
Student 10 80 77 
Student 11 57 77 
Student 12 53 70 
 
Table 15 
Control Group (High Motivation) 
Name Pre-Test Score Post-Test Score 
Student 1 70 73 
Student 2 57 67 
Student 3 67 67 
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Student 4 73 70 
Student 5 53 70 
Student 6 77 83 
Student 7 53 57 
Student 8 67 70 
Student 9 70 77 
Student 10 67 63 
Student 11 80 70 
Student 12 63 67 
Student 13 63 70 
 
From the tables above, there were 9 or 75% of the high-motivated 
students in experimental who had improved their reading narrative text 
comprehension achievement after receiving treatment by using the Know-
Want-Learned Strategy. Then, there were 9 or 69% of the high-motivated 
students in control group who had enhanced their reading narrative text 
comprehension achievement after being taught by using conventional 
strategy. The difference scores between their reading narrative text 
comprehension achievement were very low, it can be concluded that there 
was no significant difference in reading narrative text comprehension 
achievement between high-motivated students taught by using the Know-
Want-Learned Strategy and high-motivated students taught by using 
conventional strategy. 
The further investigation of the effectiveness of the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy on students’ reading narrative text comprehension achievement 
towards low-motivated students, it was considered by comparing the post-test 
scores of low-motivated students in experimental group and the post-scores of 
low-motivated students in control group. It is used to test the Hypothesis 2 
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stated that there is a significant difference in the post-test scores between the 
low-motivated students who were taught by using the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy and the low-motivated students who were taught by using 
conventional strategy.   
Table 16 
Experimental Group (Low Motivation) 
Name Pre-test Score Post-test Score 
Student 1 57 67 
Student 2 53 70 
Student 3 70 83 
Student 4 57 70 
Student 5 57 57 
Student 6 73 67 
Student 7 57 70 
Student 8 57 63 
 
    Table 17 
Control Group (Low Motivation) 
Name Pre-test Score Post-test Score 
Student 1 70 63 
Student 2 70 70 
Student 3 57 53 
Student 4 67 67 
Student 5 57 60 
 
From the results above, 6 of 8 or 75% of low-motivated students in the 
experimental group had successfully enhanced their scores in reading 
comprehension achievement, it can be seen by comparing their pre-test and 
post-test scores. Otherwise, there was only 1 of 5 or 20% of low-motivated 
students in the control group who had enhanced his reading narrative text 
comprehension achievement. This indicates that the low-motivated students 
in experimental group who were taught by using the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy have bigger chance to enhance their reading scores by using the 
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Know-Want-Learned Strategy on reading narrative than low-motivated 
students in control group who were taught by using conventional strategy. 
Positively, hypothesis 2 was accepted. 
3.    Interpretation 
Firstly, the results of the research have shown that the implementation of 
the Know-Want-Learned Strategy in the eighth-grade classroom of Madrasah 
Tsanawiyah Raudhatul Ulum is effective in enhancing students’ reading 
narrative comprehension. It can be suggested that the Know-Want-Learned 
Strategy can be used in the eighth-grade English classroom in enhancing their 
reading narrative comprehension. The benefit of using the Know-Want-
Learned Strategy was deeply defined by Jared and Jared (1997:26) the 
constituents of this strategy help facilitate students to recall prior knowledge, 
develop self-questioning strategies, read for the purpose of answering 
questions, and promote opportunities for further research. The Know-Want-
Learned Strategy creates chances in which students are able to learn and 
become responsible for their own learning. It is strengthened by Draper 
(2002:525) this strategy is an instrument that enables having more 
independent learners. Based on all the reasons above which are suitable to 
researcher’s belief that the Know-Want-Learned Strategy might have been 
one of the most effective strategies in reading comprehension. 
Secondly, the uniqueness of this research based on the curiosity of the 
researcher to prove that the Know-Want-Learned Strategy can accommodate 
the low-motivated students in reading comprehension. Otherwise, the 
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previous researchers mostly and commonly did the research in increasing the 
motivation of the students not accommodating them. Instead of discussing the 
Know-Want-Learned Strategy effects toward students’ motivation which will 
be appeared in the bottom of this paragraph, the researcher will reveal the 
latest phenomenon that influences students’ motivation nowadays. For 
example, the phenomenon of online mobile games that influence students’ 
motivation in learning and mostly give bad effects toward students 
themselves. The phenomenon of millennial students that has widely risen 
since 2015 must be a real deal and concern of the current researchers because 
it is a new challenge to be solved. It is like a new step forward started by this 
research to wake other researchers up about things that need to be drawn 
attention. The result of this research has also proven that the Know-Want-
Learned Strategy can accommodate both high and low motivated students 
though the low-motivated students were the concern of the researcher. The 
reasons behind their low-motivation behavior are interesting things that need 
to be revealed and solved because the current and latest phenomenon is 
totally different from the previous phenomenon especially before 2015. The 
future researchers may apply old strategies and approaches which are still 
useful to solve the current phenomenon that gives impact toward students’ 
motivation. 
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D. Limitation of the Study 
This research is limited to the subjects of English reading narrative and 
students’ motivation of eighth-graders. Therefore, the results of this study can be 
generalized to this grade level and to these subjects. Further researchers who will 
focus on different subjects, different student levels and different variables may 
provide an opportunity to test the Know-Want-Learned Strategy from their 
perspectives and help us add systematic information to the theoretical basis of this 
strategy and enrich the latest facts of current phenomenon that influences 
students’ motivation in learning. Lastly, this research is also limited to the small 
sample size. Hopefully, it can be conducted by using a larger sample in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
